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EPA/OSMA FINDINGS ON PASSIVE 
SMOKING 

Mi. FORD. Mr Prosidurn. the Con¬ 
gressional Research Service [CRSj re¬ 
leased a long awaited report coday that 
calls Into question the validity of 
claims chat passivu smoking prasencs a 
risk to nonemokers. It a Iso highlights 
questions on cho validity of the science 
behind ehe Environmental Protection 
Agency’s [EPA| and subsequently the 
Occupational Safety and Health Ad¬ 
ministration (OSHAj findings on the ef¬ 
fects of secondhand smoke. In 1903, the 
EPA released a report classifying pas¬ 
sive smoko a “class A carcinogen/* 
This EPA report has been chc ba»ie for 
numerous actions taken to limit smok¬ 
ing in public places with the most dra¬ 
matic example being cho QSHA pro¬ 
posed smoking ban in ail workplaces 
across the United States. 

However, this CRS roport, Indicator 
w»U placed itkopclcUm on th* method* 
used by OSH A to Justify the need for 
such draconian and Invasive policies as 
cho one espoused by this agency, CRS 
also questions the very harm of second 
hand smoke. It found fault with the 
EPA’s promise chat there Is no safe 
IavhI nf Avprusttro f*o imnkn, and 

the conclusions that OSHA drew from a 
limited number of studies, a practice 
which clearly undercuts the validity of 
the OSHA findings. 

The report released, today is but the 
latest in a series by different high level 
specialist a at CRS. Every report ha* 
led to the same conclusion'. There ts no 
scientific Justification for smoking 
bans or do facto bans lika the one Is¬ 
sued l>y OSHA nume mufiihs <*gw. In 


previous reports ERS stated unequivo¬ 
cally chat, “the epidemiological evt- 

d«neo for fUUkivn-Mnolcinfl-rolatud dis¬ 
ease is weak. * It has followuci rlUs 
statement up with today’s report 
which represents a comprehensive look 
at this subject as well an examina¬ 
tion of purported risks for heart dis¬ 
ease). 

While many agenda driven research 
era have picked and chosen from only 
the studios that support their vih.ws, 
CRS', an agency which is unquestioned 

In it* objectivity, ham. during u lemgehy 
20 month review, rigorously examined 
ail of the data on this controversial 
topic. Its conclusion is t.hac the OSHA 
risk assessment as stated in its pro¬ 
posed rule Is Incorrect. While CRS is 
prohibited under Its rules from issuing 
specific policy rucomm^ndaeinn*. rh#* 
evidence of the study is clear and bears 
repeating: There is no scientific jus¬ 
tification for the current regulatory 
action being sought by OSHA. 

Thu CRS study calls into question 
the very underpinnings chat form the 
basis of Environmental Protect ton 
Agency [EPA] and OSHA claims re 
gardlng tha dangers of second hand 
smoke. EPA has claimed since the re¬ 
lease of lea much criticized report: back 
In January IB93. chat: there ts no safa 
level of exposure to ETS. However, 
CRS directly refutes this assertion. 
Eui thermora. it finds that r.he only 
reasonable chance of risk comes in ex¬ 
treme situations and uvon m those 
rh** flndtng'* nr«* uncart *tn ^nH tn 

need of further research. This, In my 
view, is r.he scientific equivalent of the 
townspeople screaming out “The em¬ 
peror has no clothes." 

In light of the seriousness of the find¬ 
ings of this study and the reputation of 
the organisation that is so questioning 
OSHA actions. I am calling on OSHA to 
reopen its hearings on the proposed 
rule and to re-evaluate the justifica¬ 
tion for thm rule in th* first place. I re¬ 
spectfully suggest ta my colleagues 
that this hiscoric study undermines the 
premise for all government coerced 
smoking bans. 
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